This study contrasted the original version of the Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS; Hackman & Oldham, 1975) with the revised version recently proposed by Idaszak and Drasgow (1987) . A total of 224 dairy workers completed both versions of the JDS. Results of a confirmatory factor analysis showed that the revised JDS job characteristics items conformed more closely to the hypothesized five-factor structure than did the original JDS items. However, results of LISREL analyses indicated that the revised items did not improve the usefulness of the JDS in predicting several outcomes (e.g., satisfaction, internal motivation, and productivity).
In its most general form, job characteristics theory (Hackman & Oldham, 1980) posits that five job characteristics (autonomy, task identity, task significance, skill variety, and task feedback) prompt a number of personal and organizational outcomes. Nearly all of the research that has tested the theory has used the Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS; Hackman & Oldham, 1975) , an instrument designed to measure incumbents' perceptions of the job characteristics, their satisfaction, and internal motivation.
Much of the research regarding the JDS has focused on the dimensionality of the job characteristics measures (cf. Dunham, 1976; Dunham, Aldag, & Brief, 1977) . Although a few studies have confirmed the five hypothesized job dimensions (e.g., Katz, 1978; Lee & Klein, 1982) , most have reported solutions inconsistent with the a priori five-factor structure (e.g., Dunham, 1976; Pierce & Dunham, 1978) .
Recent research has examined the possibility that the JDS itself might be responsible for these factor structure inconsistencies. Idaszak and Drasgow (1987) conducted factor analyses of two samples of employees. Results revealed six-factor solutions for both samples-five factors corresponding to the hypothesized factor structure and the sixth representing the negatively worded, reverse-scored JDS items. Harvey, Billings, and Nilan (1985) used confirmatory factor analysis to evaluate the factor structures suggested in past research. Their results suggested that the best fitting solution included the five a priori
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In response to these criticisms, Idaszak and Drasgow (1987) revised the JDS by rewriting the reverse-scored job characteristics items. The factor structure of the revised JDS was then investigated for a sample of printing plant employees. The resulting factor structure conformed very closely to the a priori five-dimension structure. As a result, Idaszak and Drasgow concluded that the new scales should be used in future research concerned with job characteristics.
Two limitations of the research on the revised instrument lead us to believe that this recommendation may be premature. First, the Idaszak and Drasgow (1987) study did not involve a comparison of the original JDS with its revised counterpart within the same sample. As demonstrated by Dunham et al. (1977) , some samples display a five-factor structure when the original JDS is used. Thus, it is possible that the five-factor structure observed by Idaszak and Drasgow is a function of the characteristics of the sample they used to assess the instrument.
Second, it is unknown what impact the JDS revisions might have on the criterion-related validity of the JDS. If the JDS revisions result in "purer" measures of the job characteristics, there should be stronger associations between the revised measures and the personal and organizational outcomes than between the original measures and the outcomes.
The present research uses confirmatory factor analysis to examine whether the revised JDS items conform more closely to the a priori factor structure than do the original JDS items within the same sample. We also use LISREL analyses to assess the relative effectiveness of the two instruments in predicting several outcomes. LISREL is useful in examining the psychometric properties of the original and revised JDS because it allows us to separate the measurement model from the structural model. Specifically, we expect that the structural model would not differ across the two versions of the JDS, but there should be improvements in the measurement model.
Method

Sample and Procedure
A survey measuring job characteristics and outcomes was mailed to 384 Illinois dairy employees. The farms employing these workers were a random sample selected from Dairy Herd Improvement Association (DHIA) records, which also provided productivity indicators for these employees. In all, 58% of the employees (N = 224) returned their surveys by mail. There were no observable differences between respondents and nonrespondents in terms of farm characteristics (e.g., size, location, and production). The mean age of the participants was 35.6 years; modal education level was a high school degree; and 79% were men.
Measures
Job characteristics. The 15 original JDS items, followed by the 5 revised items, were included in the questionnaire.
Affective outcomes. Four original JDS items measuring growth satisfaction and four JDS items measuring internal motivation were included in the questionnaire after the job characteristics items.
Intention to quit. Employees' intentions to quit the dairy farm were measured by three items suggested by Colarelli (1984) .
Productivity. Two indicators of dairy workers' productivity were obtained from DHIA records. Milk production measures the average amount of milk (in pounds) produced per day per cow for the dairy herd that the employee handles. Freshening interval measures the average length of time in days for pregnant cows to freshen (i.e., to become ready to give milk following calving). This interval reflects the health of the cow in general and of the reproduction system in particular. Several studies have demonstrated that such productivity measures are substantially affected by the care given to the herd by dairy employees (Seabrook, 1972 (Seabrook, ,1975 (Seabrook, ,1978 . Moreover, interviews with managers of dairy farms indicated that these two measures were considered to be indicators of employees' work effectiveness.
Results
Confirmatory Factor Analysis
A reduced correlation matrix, using squared multiple correlations as communality estimates, was obtained for all 20 (15 original and 5 revised) JDS items. This matrix was then submitted to a six-factor confirmatory factor analysis. In this analysis, only the parameters consistent with Job Characteristics Theory were set free. For example, the three positively worded autonomy items were allowed to load on the autonomy factor but fixed to load zero on all other factors. The negatively worded items were allowed to load on their respective content factor and on the sixth factor, but constrained to zero on all others. This analysis yielded x 2 ( 150, N = 224) = 313.24, p < .001, indicating a significant discrepancy between the factor model and the observed data. An alternative indication of fit can be obtained by examining the ratio of the chi-square to its degrees of freedom. If the ratio is less than 2.0, a reasonably good fit is indicated. In our analysis, a ratio of 2.09 was obtained, once again indicating a statistically poor fit.
The modification indexes (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1985) 
Correlational Analysis
We next examined relations between the job characteristics and outcomes. The original three items from the JDS were averaged to obtain a summary score for each of the five job characteristics. A second set of summary scores for each of the five characteristics was next obtained by replacing the negatively worded item in each scale with the revised item. To obtain a summary measure of the job characteristics, a motivating potential score was formed for both the original and revised JDS using the formula suggested by Hackman and Oldham (1975) .
Summary scores for the growth satisfaction, internal motivation, and intention to quit measures were obtained by averaging the items tapping these variables.
Correlations between the job characteristics measures and outcome measures are shown in Table 2 . The pattern of correlations for the original and revised version of the JDS is very similar. Contrasts between corresponding elements of the correlation matrices for the original and revised JDS were performed using Hotelling's t test of the significance of the difference between correlations for correlated samples. Of the 30 possible contrasts, only 2 were significant. Growth satisfaction was more strongly related to the revised task identity measure than to the original, Z(221) = 3.86, p < .01; internal motivation was more strongly related to the original autonomy measure, ((221) = 1.99,/x.OS. 
LISREL Analyses
The computer program LISREL (Version 5, Joreskog & Sorbom, 1985) was used to obtain maximum likelihood estimates.
It also provides a chi-square statistic and other goodness-of-fit measures that represent the overall adequacy of the model. We investigated two structural models. In both, the 15 JDS items were taken as manifest indicators of a set oflatent independent variables (the a priori job dimensions). The remaining items were taken as manifest indicators oflatent dependent variables.
Two parallel LISREL analyses were performed. In both analyses, a 28 X 28 matrix of correlations was input to LISREL (the 15 JDS items and the 13 dependent variable items). In the first LISREL analysis, the specifications for the factor loading matrix for the original JDS items were identical to the ones from the previous confirmatory factor analysis. That is, any factor loadings corresponding to original JDS items that were free parameters in the confirmatory factor analysis were free parameters in the LISREL analysis. In the second analysis, specifications for the factor loading matrix for the revised JDS items were identical to those in the previous confirmatory factor analysis.
The 15 JDS items were used as observed measures of the independent latent constructs. A 5 X 5 submatrix, corresponding to the correlations among the JDS construct factors, was extracted from the factor correlation matrix shown in Table 1 .
The correlation matrix of the JDS latent variables was set equal to this 5X5 matrix and was held fixed at these values to reduce the standard errors of elements in the gamma matrix.
Because only single measures of milk production and freshening interval were available, the two productivity measures were assumed to have perfect reliabilities, and the parameter values for the paths from the measures to the productivity constructs were set equal to one. Because the other dependent variables had multiple measures, paths from the first items of each construct to the construct factor were fixed at one. This sets the scales of the latent factors equal to the scales of the first items measuring the constructs (Pedhazur, 1982) . The factor loadings of the individual items on the JDS constructs obtained in the LISREL analyses were examined and found to be virtually identical to those obtained in the confirmatory factor analysis. Thus, the factor loadings are not reported here, and are available on request from the authors. The The chi-square values, associated degrees of freedom, and probability levels for the models corresponding to the two versions of the JDS are presented in Table 3 . Also reported in Table   3 are three measures of the overall adequacy of each model provided by LISREL: root mean square residual (RMSR), goodnessof-fit index (GFI), and the adjusted goodness-of-fit index (AGFI).
A comparison of the indexes reported in Table 3 indicates that there is little difference between the original and revised versions of the JDS in terms of overall fit. The results are informative because they demonstrate that the purer job characteristics measures provided in the revised version really do not improve the JDS's usefulness in predicting several outcomes. Table 4 shows the gamma matrices for the LISREL analyses of the original and revised JDS. The gamma matrix describes the pattern of relations between the JDS constructs and the dependent variable constructs. The pattern of path coefficients is similar across the two versions of the JDS. The revised JDS demonstrates more significant paths between the skill variety and task significance constructs and the outcome variables. However, the original JDS resulted in more significant paths involving the task identity construct. Although Idaszak and Drasgow (1987) suggested that future research substitute their items for the original JDS items, our results suggest that such a substitution may be premature. Not only are the revised items likely to have little impact on the overall criterion-related validity of the job characteristics measures, but the revisions make difficult comparisons with earlier research efforts using the original JDS. Therefore, rather than using the revised items, it may be best to continue using the original JDS until items can be developed that improve the JDS factor structure and the effectiveness of the job characteristics in predicting personal and organizational outcomes. Although the revisions improved the measures of skill variety, task significance, and task identity, the revised items did not substantially improve the measurement of autonomy and feedback. Future research should focus on developing alternative autonomy and feedback items and examining their impact on the factor structure of the JDS and its criterion-related validity. In addition, future research might examine the possibility that the JDS outcome measures are subject to the same impurities as the measures of job characteristics. For example, one of the four JDS internal motivation items is reverse scored, potentially "muddying" the measurement of the construct. Two reviewers suggested that improvements in the criterion-related validity of the JDS may be observed only when both the job characteristics and outcomes measures are "pure" indicators of their respective constructs.
